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attorney’s office regarding specific Weed and Seed cases. In general, according to State’s
attorney’s personnel, a mind set has been established within the State’s attorney’s office that Weed
and Seed is an important program, and, thus, “we try to do something with [Weed and Seed
cases].” This starts by stamping “Weed and Seed” on the jacket of case folders of Stowe Village
arrests. A specific example of how “special attention” would be given involves an arrest for a
minor offense that would ordinarily be dismissed by the prosecutor; in such cases, the State’s
attorney will often request that a fine be imposed instead.

Still, as personnel from the State’s attorney’s office point out, the court—and, in particular,
independent-minded judges—have the final say in any sanctions imposed. And, on more than one
occasion, the presiding judge has rejected the State’s attorney’s call for a fine, rather than a
dismissal, on a Weed and Seed arrest.

5.2 Approach Communit y Policin g

The most significant inkind contribution from the police department is assigning a Community
Service Officer (CSO) exclusively to Stowe Village. This represents a substantial increase in CSO
presence for Stowe Village, as other CSOs in Hartford are assigned to entire neighborhoods, which
are several times larger and more populous than Stowe Village. CSOs do not typically respond to
calls for service and can therefore devote the vast majority of their time to problem solving.

The Stowe Village CSO has focused on fostering better community relations, organizing
community activities, coordinating the Building Captain program, working at the Wish School
(adjacent to Stowe Village), and participating in Family Investment Center activities. In addition,
as explained later in this section, the CSO has taken a lead role in other important community
programs. For example, in 1996, the Stowe Village CSO helped organize and run a first-ever
police summer youth academy. Twenty-four Stowe Village youths, ages 11 to 13, participated in
the program, in which the youths were taught about police work and were taken on field trips by
the Stowe Village CSO and two of the other HPD CSOs. The program received extensive and very
positive coverage in local newspapers, and will be repeated in Stowe Village in subsequent
summers. The program was funded primarily through inkind contributions from the HPD. Overall,
the CSO appears to be extremely well liked in Stowe Village.

5.3 Approach to Seedin g

For the seeding component of the Weed and Seed program, Hartford has used Federal Weed and
Seed funds to implement a number of youth, social service, and employment programs in Stowe
Village. Combined with new programs funded through sources other than Weed and Seed and
programs available at Stowe Village prior to Weed and Seed, Stowe Village now has an impressive
array of onsite programs and services, as outlined below.
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Drug counseling and ref erral

The Connecticut Prison Association has received funding to establish and operate a drug
counseling and referral service in Stowe Village. This program has been operating in Stowe Village
since March 1995 and is staffed by one full-time male counselor and one part-time female
counselor. The current female counselor has lived in Stowe Village for the past 8 years and was
previously a volunteer at Plain Talk/Hablando Claro. The program offers individual counseling,
group counseling (including groups for men, women, and people of color), family counseling, and
12-step recovery meetings. Referrals are made to detoxification facilities and to inpatient and
outpatient treatment centers, including the inpatient treatment facility, run by the organization
Hogar Crea, which opened in the spring of 1997 in Stowe Village. The Stowe Village staff has also
made it a point to visit and provide support for clients in jail.

The number of new clients at the program has varied by time of year, with low levels during
summer months and high levels in winter months. According to the counselors, summer provides
many opportunities for addicts to “hustle for money,” which makes them less likely to seek
counseling. During the first year of operation, the number of new clients ranged from 3 in
September 1995 to 20 in December 1995, with an overall average of 10 new clients per month.
Importantly, the program had been successful in attracting persons who had never before sought
drug treatment—of the program’s first 128 clients, 74 percent had never sought treatment. The
Stowe Village program also appears to be successful in attracting females, who are traditionally
more reluctant to seek treatment. Thus far, 40 percent of the clients have been female.

Starting in late 1997, the Stowe Village drug counseling staff have initiated a new program called
the Family Reunification Program. Under this program, staff attempt to reunite adult males leaving
prison with their children that live in Stowe Village.

Youth violence p revent ion training

Weed and Seed funds were awarded to Hartford Hospital to implement youth violence prevention
programs in Stowe Village. In turn, the hospital subcontracted with the Community Renewal Team
(CRT) to actually conduct the programs. The first year’s program, operated in the first half of
1996, involved two groups, one all girls and one co-ed, led by an adult instructor. CRT has
modified its approach for the second year programs, offering a “kids teaching kids” program called
Youth Helping Youth, in addition to an “adult teaching kids” program called The Violence
Prevention Program. CRT established an office in Stowe Village and uses this office to conduct
these two programs.

The Violence Prevention Program. The Violence Prevention Program is based on the concept
that violence is a learned behavior. The program’s primary violence prevention techniques are to
teach youths the negative aspects of using violence, show them the long term negative outcomes of
violence, teach them to recognize a potentially violent situation, and provide them with alternatives
to using violence. This program consists of 10 1-hour sessions designed to provide students with
information on the risks of violence and homicide, teach various alternatives to violence such as



Hartford Case Study
21

conflict resolution techniques, and create an environment that is nonviolent and values violence
prevention behavior. The program meets twice a week for 10 weeks with approximately 10 to 15
middle and high school youths attending each session.

Each session is conducted in a group setting, with a program facilitator providing an overview of
each session. The sessions are structured around individual and group activities. For example, one
session titled, “There’s More to Lose than to Gain from Fighting,” challenges students to compare
the positive and negative consequences of fighting. The session attempts to demonstrate that the
negative consequences of fighting outweigh the positive. To do so, students are asked to make a list
of the positive consequences of fighting (e.g., winning, proving a point) and a list of the negative
consequences (e.g., getting hurt, being embarrassed).

Youth Helping Youth. The second CRT program, Youth Helping Youth, is based on the “kids
teaching kids” approach, in which a group of youths from Stowe Village travel to various schools,
youth programs, and church groups in the Hartford area and make presentations on teen issues.
The presentations are conducted in the form of skits and role plays. Following each skit, the youths
and the program director discuss the situation and its implications with the audience. The goal of
this program is to have the youths teach their peers about the problems associated with violence,
drug use, and sexual relationships.

An adult instructor from CRT trains a group of Stowe Village youths who become “peer
educators.” The group meets twice a week to practice the presentations and to develop new role
plays and skits. The youths are encouraged to create new role plays and they appear to enjoy this
opportunity. Ten to 12 students regularly participate in the Youth Helping Youth program. The
peer educators are recruited from students who have successfully completed the Violence
Prevention Program.

Adult mentoring program.  In the third year of Weed and Seed, the scope and focus of the
violence prevention program changed. A new vendor, the Connecticut Children’s Medical Center,
was selected to implement a parent mentoring program in Stowe Village. The goal is to train a
group of Stowe Village parents who, in turn, can train other Stowe Village parents in the areas of
anger management, peer counseling, parenting skills, and other topics related to violence
prevention. A special emphasis will be placed on identifying and counseling teenage mothers. This
change in focus resulted from requests from the Weed and Seed service providers and from Stowe
Village parents. Weed and Seed service providers will identify 20 Stowe Village parents for the
training, which will last 20–25 hours per month for 2 months.

Girls biking program

Funding from Weed and Seed and a variety of private sources have supported a girls biking
program called COGS (Communities for Girls Succeeding). Weed and Seed funds were used to
purchase the bicycles and the majority of other equipment (helmets and protective pads), while
volunteers operated the program. The goal of the program is to provide positive female role models
to girls from Stowe Village. Furthermore, the program seeks to (1) provide a unique source of
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exercise and enjoyment for inner-city girls; (2) expose girls from the city to places outside of
Hartford; (3) give girls the opportunity to develop a particular skill; (4) offer continuing
opportunities for girls who choose to pursue cycling through competitions and scholarships; and,
(5) help girls develop self-confidence and independence.

The number of girls who participate in the rides ranges from 4 to 20. The ages of the girls range
from 9 to 16 years old. The program coordinator, who is assisted by other volunteers that are
recruited from all types of backgrounds, believes it is important to have the girls meet and talk with
successful women from “all walks of life.” Only women are chosen as volunteers because the
program coordinator believes that girls have few opportunities to interact with only women in these
types of settings.

Girls soccer program

Weed and Seed funding has been used to support a girls soccer team. The team is part of the
Hartford Police Athletic League program and is designed to give girls an opportunity to play
competitive sports against other youths in the greater Hartford area. In addition, the soccer
program seeks to help girls develop self-confidence and independence, teach girls good
sportsmanship through competition with girls of similar ages but different backgrounds, and
expose the girls to areas outside the city of Hartford.

There are five girls from Stowe Village that actively participate on the team. (Other team members
are from outside Stowe Village.) These girls are between the ages of 13 and 16. The soccer coach
recruits the girls by going to Stowe Village and asking girls if they want to participate. The
incentive for the girls to participate is that they can keep their uniforms and will receive trophies if
their team wins the league championship.

Youth pregnancy, HIV, and AIDS prevention

Plain Talk/Hablando Claro received Weed and Seed funding to offer programs for Stowe Village
youths aimed at reducing teen pregnancies and preventing HIV and AIDS. These funds allowed
Plain Talk/Hablando Claro to expand their program offerings in this area, which had been initiated
prior to Weed and Seed with funding from the Annie E. Casey Foundation. Weed and Seed funds
represented about a 20-percent increase over their existing funding.

Starting in October 1995, Plain Talk/Hablando Claro offered two youth-oriented programs,
“Always on Saturdays” for boys and “Weekdays at the Library” for girls. Approximately 20
youths participated in each program. With their second year of Weed and Seed funding, Plain
Talk/Hablando Claro has continued these two programs and added a program for adult men, which
focuses on teaching adult men how to talk to youths about sexuality and how to be positive role
models. The two youth-oriented programs have adult instructors and stress the “adult-to-youth”
rather than “youth-to-youth” model.
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Youth discipline and self-esteem

The Mushaba Force Youth Foundation received funding during both the first and second year of
Weed and Seed to teach discipline and self-esteem to youths in Stowe Village. Recruitment flyers
for the program stated that the program allows children to “learn self-discipline, self-confidence,
and self-defense while having fun.” The “fun” part of the program was undoubtedly gymnastics
and martial arts. Classes are taught at the Mushaba Force headquarters, which is about three
blocks from Stowe Village. Approximately 20 boys and girls, aged 8–14, participated in the
program.

Program leaders stressed that the program was more than just a gymnastics and martial arts
program. Other activities included planting flowers in Stowe Village, tutoring children with their
homework, and, in general, providing children with a safe and supportive atmosphere. The
program appears to have a devoted following among participants, their parents, and Weed and
Seed officials.

Mental health counseling

The Hartford Community Mental Health Center received first and second year Weed and Seed
funding to provide mental health counseling services to Stowe Village residents. During the first
year, Weed and Seed funds supplemented funding provided by the State Department of Mental
Health, which, as noted in section 3, had been used to establish mental health counseling services in
Stowe Village in 1994. Thus, during the first part of 1995, two full-time staff persons were
assigned to Stowe Village. Later in 1995 when the State funding ended, a single counselor was
serving Stowe Village clients.

Initially, the counselors saw clients at the center’s Stowe Village office. Toward the end of 1995,
however, staff vacated this office and moved back to the center’s headquarters on Main St., about
three blocks from Stowe Village. According to staff from the Community Mental Health Center,
there were two significant problems with the Stowe Village office. The first was that, because of
the stigma associated with mental health problems, residents were hesitant to be seen walking into
the mental health offices and preferred to be seen offsite at the center’s Main Street offices. A
second, more immediate problem, concerned the safety of the counselors. One counselor was
assaulted near the center’s office and subsequently resigned the position.

Throughout 1996 and into 1997, the Weed and Seed-funded counselor saw 15 to 20 Stowe Village
residents per month. The majority of the clients were long term “chronic” cases, who had
counseling every month during the year. Clients were mostly females in their 40s and 50s.

Family case management services

The Greater Hartford Urban League received funding to provide a full-time advocate/case worker
to assist Stowe Village families by providing information, referral services, and counseling. The
Urban League works closely with the Family Investment Center by conducting needs assessments
and developing activity plans for each family enrolled at the Family Investment Center. 
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The Weed and Seed seeding coordinator and the Urban League case manager established a set of
procedures for working with Stowe Village families. The first step is for families to enroll in the
Family Investment Center. By late 1997, approximately 350 families were enrolled. (The total
number of families in Stowe Village has increased, as additional apartments have reopened for
occupancy; the total number of families is now approximately 535.) After signing a contract with
the Family Investment Center, an initial intake interview is scheduled. During the intake interview
the case worker and the client discuss what type of work the client desires and what steps must be
taken to secure a job in that field. By the end of 1997, the Family Investment Center had helped
230 residents obtain employment. This represents a substantial achievement for the Weed and Seed
project and for Stowe Village—as noted in section 3, Hartford’s 1994 Weed and Seed proposal
stated that only 23 Stowe Village residents had jobs.

Computer lab

The Hartford Housing Authority received funding to provide computer training to Stowe Village
youths. The computer lab opened in March 1996, and has since become very well known and
popular among Stowe Village residents. The lab has 18 top-of-the-line computers (13 personal
computers and 5 Macintosh computers), a color scanner, a color ink jet printer, and a laserjet
printer. The lab has also purchased several types of educational computer programs and is
connected to the Internet.

The lab also provides noncomputer assistance to participants. While at the lab, students receive
tutoring and are required to complete school homework assignments before they can use the lab.
The lab coordinator also invites guest speakers into the lab to talk about youth-related problems.
Besides operating the computer lab, the coordinator is active in assisting residents in a variety of
ways. For instance, he provides transportation for residents to work and to school, has taken
parents to school to meet with school officials regarding their child, helps parents locate their
children when they are late for curfew, and has also held social gatherings at the lab.

The computer lab appears to have had positive effects on those students who frequent the lab. For
example, two students have become “experts” in the lab such that the other students come to them
for help instead of the lab coordinator. In addition, before any youths can use the computer, he/she
must successfully complete a basic tutorial on the inner workings of computers and a typing test.

With the installation of the Internet on the lab’s computers, the lab coordinator has been developing
relationships with other youth groups across the country. For example, youths in Stowe Village
have been exchanging letters with youths from a program in Washington State. The computer lab
also created a newsletter, which describes the lab as well as other services available for Stowe
Village residents. This newsletter announces community activities and provides biographies and
special achievements of Stowe Village residents.
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Photography lab

Early in the Weed and Seed program, funds were earmarked for establishing a photography lab in
Stowe Village. As of December 1997, however, the lab had not yet opened. Housing Authority
personnel cited delays in the request for proposal and purchasing processes (e.g., no one responded
to the Authority’s first request for proposals for the photography equipment) as the reason the lab
had not yet opened. A photography instructor had been hired and he developed a training
curriculum, and the lab recently purchased photography equipment, including cameras and dark
room equipment, but this equipment had not yet arrived.

Given the delays in opening the photography lab, Weed and Seed project personnel decided in early
1998 not to establish a standalone photography lab, but instead integrate photography in with the
activities in the computer lab. One project that has already been planned is production of a
newspaper published by Stowe Village youths. Equipment at the computer lab would be used to
write the stories and print copies of the newspaper. Weed and Seed personnel hope to involve a
local Hartford newspaper in this activity.

Community organizing services

ONE/CHANE has received Weed and Seed funding to provide community organizing services in
Stowe Village. An organizer was initially hired in mid-1995. Later, he was replaced by another
organizer, who has been onsite since March 1996.

The community organizer has been involved in a variety of activities since March 1996. Generally,
these activities can be grouped into three categories. The most common activity could be called
“notifying residents of upcoming events and, if necessary, arranging transportation to the events.”
Examples include notifying residents of tenants’ association elections and of summer job openings,
and transporting residents to ONE/CHANE rallies, a “summer youth jam,” and a youth jobs rally.
The two other categories of activities are attending meetings (e.g., block captain, Safe Homes, and
building captain meetings) and helping to organize Stowe Village events (e.g., the annual spring
Health Fairs).

Building Captain program

Starting in mid-1996, Weed and Seed funds have been used to establish a Building Captain
program in Stowe Village. Under this program, which is based on a similar program in the
Bellevue Square public housing development, one resident in each of the 23 buildings will be
designated as the building captain, and will be responsible for addressing problems in the building,
working with other building tenants to keep the common areas clean, and attending monthly
meetings. Building captains would report uncooperative and/or unruly tenants to the Stowe Village
Tenants’ Association, which would then decide how to handle problem tenants. The premise behind
this program is to empower residents to maintain the upkeep of their building—it is the
responsibility of the building captain to oversee problems in the whole building, but it is the
responsibility of each tenant to clean and monitor the area around their apartment.
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HPD’s community service officer led the effort to start this program, although, according to HPD,
there were some initial problems, as many of the tenant applicants had outstanding warrants and
unpaid telephone bills. The initial compensation for the building captains was a $100 per month
payment and free local telephone service.

The Building Captain program has made a noticeable impact on those buildings with active
captains. When walking through various buildings in Stowe Village, it was obvious which
buildings had captains and which did not. For instance, in buildings with active captains, the
hallways are clean with little or no graffiti on the walls, whereas buildings with no building
captains commonly have trash in the halls, graffiti on the walls, and a strong odor of urine in
corner areas.

Programs outside Weed and Seed

A number of other important programs and services have opened in Stowe Village since the start of
Weed and Seed. Though not directly funded by Weed and Seed, Weed and Seed helped bring these
services to Stowe Village through the leveraging power of the program. For example, the Adams
Medical Clinic affiliated with the St. Francis/Mt. Sinai health care system opened in Stowe Village
about 6 months into the Weed and Seed effort, in October 1995. Additionally, the Connecticut
Department of Social Services (DSS), opened a Stowe Village office in July 1996. According to
Family Investment Center staff, an excellent working relationship has developed between
themselves and staff at the DSS, such that staff from both organizations will often visit prospective
employers and employment agencies together.

6.0 Effects of Weed and Seed

6.1 Anal ysis of Crime Data

Exhibit 6.1 shows the number of Part 1 crimes per 1,000 residents by month for both Stowe
Village and the rest of Hartford. Superimposed on the graph are the “best-fit” curves. The exhibit
also shows the start date of Weed and Seed.

Aggregating these crime data by year show that crime has decreased faster in Stowe Village than
the rest of Hartford. Part 1 crime in Stowe Village dropped 25.9 percent from 1994 to 1995 (the
first year of Weed and Seed ) and 27.1 percent from 1995 to 1996 (the second year of Weed and
Seed). The drop during the first year is particularly notable since during that year the number of
Part 1 crimes in the rest of the city was basically unchanged (0.9-percent drop).

Not shown in exhibit 6.1 are crime figures for the area surrounding Stowe Village—this area,
referred to as the “catchment area” in the map in appendix A. Part 1 crime in the catchment area
also dropped substantially: 21.4 percent and 36.6 percent in the first 2 years of Weed and Seed,
respectively, suggesting that crime was not displaced to areas immediately adjacent to Stowe
Village.
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Exhibit 6.1
Part 1 Crimes per Capita by Month
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Another measure of the changes in crime over the entire time period involves comparing 1994 to
1996—that is, comparing the year before the start of Weed and Seed to the most recent year’s
statistics (see exhibit 3.3). By this measure, Part 1 crime dropped 46 percent in Stowe Village,
compared to 22 percent citywide; violent Part 1 crime (homicide, rape, robbery, and aggravated
assault) dropped 52 percent in Stowe Village, compared to 34 percent citywide; and all Part 1 and
2 crimes dropped 34 percent in Stowe Village, compared to 8 percent citywide.

Census tract-level crime statistics

The final method we used for examining crime statistics was to assess changes in crime at the
census tract level across the entire city. There are 49 census tracts in Hartford, and using the
address where the crime occurred, we were able to determine in which census tract crimes
occurred. All of Stowe Village and most of the Stowe Village catchment area are within the same
census tract and account for about 70 percent of the area of that tract. The map in appendix A
shows the census tract boundaries in the vicinity of Stowe Village.

Exhibit 6.2 shows the percentage change in the number of Part 1 crimes in 1993 and 1994
compared to 1995 and 1996 (the 2 years prior to Weed and Seed versus the first 2 years of Weed
and Seed) by census tract. The citywide reduction over these 2 periods was 15 percent. Thus, in
exhibit 6.2, the two darkest shades represent areas with reductions greater than the citywide
average, while the two lightest shades represent areas with smaller reductions or with increases.



3 For example, in questions on “how good a job are the police doing” in different aspects of law enforcement, the 1995 survey allowed the
respondent to indicate “a very good job, a good job, a fair job, or a poor job.” Additionally, the 1997 survey also allowed the respondent to
indicate “a very poor job.” The findings below have aggregated the “poor job” and “very poor job” responses for 1997 before comparing
the pattern of responses with 1995. 
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The exhibit shows that the Stowe Village census tract is one of four tracts with a more than 30-
percent decline in Part 1 crimes. The reduction in the Stowe Village tract (36.2 percent) is
surpassed only by the tract encompassing Bellevue Square (40.3 percent) and by a small tract
immediately south of Bellevue Square (47.3 percent). The boundaries of these three census tracts
can be seen more clearly in the map in appendix A.

6.2 Surve y of Communit y Residents

In each of the eight sites participating in the National Weed and Seed Evaluation, a survey of target
area residents was conducted at two separate time intervals. During March–July 1995, the Institute
for Social Analysis conducted a total of 1,531 interviews among the eight sites. In December
1997–January 1998, Abt Associates conducted a total of 1,995 interviews with a separate group of
residents in the same eight target areas. In the following discussion, these data collection efforts are
referred to as the 1995 and 1997 surveys.

General survey des ign and op erat ions

The objective of the survey was to assess changes in citizens’ awareness of the Weed and Seed
program and their opinions about police activity, crime, public safety, and the general quality of
life in their neighborhoods. In the interest of comparing the findings obtained from the two surveys,
the 1997 survey was designed with the following features:

• For each site, the geographical boundaries of the survey area were the same in 1995 and
1997. For Hartford, all the respondents from both surveys lived in the Stowe Village
public housing development. 

• The verbatim wording of questions from the 1995 survey was retained in 1997. In selected
items additional response categories were added in 1997, to provide a more complete range
of possible responses. For these items, care was taken in the analysis to aggregate
responses in ways that would preserve the comparability of the findings between 1995 and
1997.3

There were also some notable differences in the methods used in the two surveys:
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• The 1995 survey consisted of inperson interviews, based on city-provided address lists.
The 1997 interviews were conducted by telephone, based on listed telephone numbers for
residential addresses within the survey area. 

• The 1995 survey consisted of 83 substantive items. The 1997 survey included only a
subset of these, 31 substantive items. (For both surveys, the count excludes items related
to respondent demographic characteristics and other basic interview data.) The 1995
interviews required 30 to 40 minutes. The 1997 interviews typically lasted 12 to 15
minutes.

The decision to proceed in 1997 with telephone interviewing and a shortened instrument was based
on the difficulties experienced in 1995 in completing the targeted number of 400 interviews per
site. In none of the sites was this target reached.

In the 1997 Hartford survey, 53 telephone interviews were completed. Given that we were provided
with a list of only 145 Stowe Village telephone numbers and that 65 of these numbers were not
active numbers (i.e., the phone was disconnected), 53 completed interviews represents an excellent
response rate (66 percent).

Hartford survey f indings

The findings from the interviews conducted in Stowe Village in 1995 and 1997 are shown in
exhibits 6.3 through 6.9 and summarized in the text below.

Demographic characteristics of survey respondents (Exhibit 6.3)

The respondents in the 1995 and 1997 surveys were similar in terms of age (mean age of 31.7
years in the 1995 survey, compared to 33.3 in the 1997 survey), size of household (mean number
of household residents of 3.0 in the 1995 survey, compared to 3.1 in the 1997 survey), and gender
(82 percent of the 1995 survey respondents were female, compared to 79 percent of the 1997
survey respondents). There were some differences in the ethnicity of the respondents, with
Hispanics the most common ethnicity in the 1995 survey (46 percent of the respondents) and
blacks the most common ethnicity in the 1997 survey (55 percent of the respondents).

The most significant difference is in the employment status of the respondents. In the 1995 survey,
only 6 percent of the 83 respondents indicated that they were working part-time or full-time. This
figure is consistent with the employment rate noted in Hartford’s 1995 Weed and Seed application
(see section 3.2). However, in the 1997 survey, this percentage increased to 43 percent. Again, this
percentage is consistent with figures reported by the Family Investment Center and it reflects the
fact that finding jobs for Stowe Village residents is a key focus of Weed and Seed in Hartford.
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Perceptions of the neighborhood (Exhibit 6.4)

Eleven different measures of neighborhood perceptions were tested in both surveys. In all but one
of these measures, the survey responses indicated improvements in Stowe Village. Some of the
measured improvements, however, were not statistically significant. Measures in which statistically
significant changes were detected include perceptions of:

& How serious a problem is violent crime—20 percent of respondents in the 1995 survey
indicated that violent crime is “not a problem at all” or “a small problem,” compared to 61
percent in the 1997 survey.

& How serious a problem is gang activity—29 percent of respondents in the 1995 survey
indicated that gang activity is “not a problem at all” or “a small problem,” compared to 58
percent in the 1997 survey.

& How serious a problem is drug use—12 percent of respondents in the 1995 survey
indicated that drug use is “not a problem at all” or “a small problem,” compared to 21
percent in the 1997 survey.

& How safe do you feel alone outside after dark—27 percent of respondents in the 1995
survey indicated that they feel “very safe” or “somewhat safe,” compared to 51 percent in
the 1997 survey.

& Over the past 2 years, has the neighborhood become a better place to live—45 percent of
respondents in the 1995 survey indicated that Stowe Village had become a better place to
live over the preceding 2 years, compared to 55 percent in the 1997 survey.

Victimization (Exhibit 6.5)

Differences in responses to victimization questions in the 1995 and 1997 surveys are statistically
insignificant. For example, the percentage of respondents indicating that someone had broken into
their apartment within the past 2 years was 19 percent in the 1995 survey and 21 percent in the
1997 survey.

Police response (Exhibit 6.6)

Statistically significant improvements were detected in two important measures of citizen’s
attitudes toward the police regarding:

& How good a job are the police doing in controlling the use and sale of drugs—55 percent
of respondents in the 1995 survey indicated that the police are doing a “very good job” or a
“good job” of controlling the use and sale of drugs, compared to 68 percent in the 1997
survey.
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& How responsive are police to community concerns—51 percent of respondents in the 1995
survey indicated that the police are doing a “very good job” or a “good job” in responding
to community concerns, compared to 79 percent in the 1997 survey.

Community involvement (Exhibit 6.7)

Three measures of community involvement showed statistically significant improvement from 1995
to 1997—participation in antidrug rallies or marches (10 percent of respondents indicated they had
in the 1995 survey, compared to 23 percent in the 1997 survey), participation in citizen patrols (7
percent of respondents indicated they had in the 1995 survey, compared to 15 percent in the 1997
survey), and attendance at neighborhood cleanups (29 percent of respondents indicated they had in
the 1995 survey, compared to 53 percent in the 1997 survey). 

Perceptions of social services and other programs (Exhibit 6.8)

Statistically significant improvements were detected in two important measures of citizens’
perceptions of other social services:

& The availability of sports, recreation, and other programs for youth—57 percent of
respondents in the 1995 survey indicated that they were “very satisfied” or “satisfied” with
these opportunities for youths, compared to 68 percent in the 1997 survey.

& The availability of drug treatment services—32 percent of respondents in the 1995 survey
indicated that they were “very satisfied” or “satisfied” with the availability of drug
treatment services, compared to 58 percent in the 1997 survey.

Perceptions of the Weed and Seed program (Exhibit 6.9)

Not surprisingly, a significantly higher percentage of respondents in the 1997 survey had heard of
Weed and Seed compared to the 1995 survey respondents—while only 11 percent of the 1995
respondents had heard of Weed and Seed, 40 percent of the 1997 survey respondents had.
Familiarity with three Weed and Seed-supported programs among the 1997 survey respondents
was also high—74 percent had heard of the Family Investment Center, 83 percent had heard of the
Building Captain program, and 66 percent had heard of the computer lab.
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Exhibit 6.3: Demographic Characteristics of Survey Respondents
Hartford

1995 Surveya 1997 Surveya

Age of respondent n = 83 n = 53

 18–29 33 (40%) 20 (38%)

 30–39 22 (27%) 11 (21%)

 40–49 11 (13%) 9 (17%)

 50–59 5 (6%) 6 (11%)

 60 or older 5 (6%) 3 (6%)

 Other 7 (8%) 4 (8%)

Total 100% 100%

Mean Value 31.7 33.3

Employment Status n = 83b n = 53b

 Working full time 2 10

 Working part time 3 13

 Unemployed and looking for
 work

14 18

 Retired or otherwise not 
 looking for work

1 6

 Homemaker 41 42

 Disabled 0 9

 Full-time student 2 2

 Part-time student 4 7

 Other 4 5

 Refused 0 0

 Don’t know 0 1
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Number of people in household
less than 18 years old

n = 83 n = 53

 0 16 (19%) 12 (23%)

 1–2 55 (54%) 29 (55%)

 3 or more 22 (27%) 12 (23%)

Total 100% 100%

Mean Value 1.8 1.7

Number of people in household
18 years of age or older

n = 83 n = 53

 0 6 (7%) 2 (4%)

 1–2 74 (89%) 46 (87%)

 3 or more 3 (4%) 5 (9%)

Total 100% 100%

Mean Value 1.2 1.4

Ethnic Identity n = 83 n = 53

 Black 34 (41%) 29 (55%)

 White 3 (4%) 0 (0%)

 Hispanic 38 (46%) 22 (42%)

 Asian/Pacific Islander 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

 American Indian 1 (1%) 0 (0%)

 Something else 7 (8%) 1 (2%)

 Refused 0 (0%) 1 (2%)

 Don’t know 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

Total 100% 100%

Mean Value 2.1 1.9
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Gender n = 83 n = 53

 Male 11 (13%) 11 (21%)

 Female 68 (82%) 42 (79%)

 Other 4 (5%) 0 (0%)

Total 100% 100%

a Columns may not total 100 percent due to rounding.
b Respondents were allowed to make more than one selection.
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Exhibit 6.4: Perceptions of the Neighborhood
Hartford

1995 Surveya 1997 Surveya Chi Square Statisticb

In general, how satisfied are you
with this neighborhood as a place
to live?

n = 83 n = 53 x2 = n.s. 

 Very satisfied 19 (23%) 9 (17%)

 Somewhat satisfied 31 (37%) 21 (40%)

 Somewhat dissatisfied 20 (24%) 12 (23%)

 Very dissatisfied 10 (12%) 11 (21%)

 Don’t know 2 (2%) 0 (0%)

 Refused 1 (1%) 0 (0%)

Total 100% 100%

In general, how safe do you feel
out alone in this neighborhood
during the day? Do you feel...

n = 83 n = 53 x2 = n.s.

 Very safe 27 (33%) 13 (25%)

 Somewhat safe 27 (33%) 23 (43%)

 Somewhat unsafe 12 (14%) 8 (15%)

 Very unsafe 14 (17%) 8 (15%)

 Don’t know 2 (2%) 0 (0%)

 Refused 1 (1%) 1 (2%)

Total 100% 100%
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In general, how safe do you feel
out alone in this neighborhood
after dark? Do you feel...

n = 83 n = 53 x2 = **

 Very safe 10 (12%) 12 (23%)

 Somewhat safe 12 (15%) 15 (28%)

 Somewhat unsafe 18 (22%) 11 (21%)

 Very unsafe 22 (27%) 12 (23%)

 Don’t go out at night 17 (20%) 3 (6%)

 Don’t know 3 (4%) 0 (0%)

 Refused 1 (1%) 0 (0%)

Total 100% 100%

In general, in the past 2 years,
would you say this neighborhood
has become a better place to live,
a worse place to live, or stayed
about the same?

n = 83 n = 53 x2 = ***

 Better 27 (33%) 29 (55%)

 Worse 14 (17%) 8 (15%)

 About the same 19 (23%) 14 (26%)

 Did not live here 2 years ago 23 (28%) 2 (4%)

 Don’t know 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

 Refused 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

Total 100% 100%
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Do you think drug dealers on
streets or in other public places
are a big problem, small problem,
or no problem in this
neighborhood?

n = 83 n = 53 x2 = n.s.

 Big problem 65 (78%) 33 (62%)

 Small problem 8 (10%) 13 (25%)

 No problem 6 (7%) 4 (8%)

 Don’t know 4 (5%) 3 (6%)

 Refused 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

Total 100% 100%

Do you think drug sales out of
homes or apartments are a big
problem, small problem, or no
problem in this neighborhood?

n = 83 n = 53 x2 = n.s.

 Big problem 50 (60%) 24 (45%)

 Small problem 11 (13%) 9 (17%)

 No problem 4 (5%) 9 (17%)

 Don’t know 18 (22%) 11 (21%)

 Refused 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

Total 100% 100%
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Do you think burglary and other
property crimes are a big
problem, small problem, or no
problem in this neighborhood?

n = 83 n = 53 x2 = n.s.

 Big problem 37 (45%) 22 (42%)

 Small problem 25 (30%) 17 (32%)

 No problem 8 (10%) 8 (15%)

 Don’t know 13 (16%) 6 (11%)

 Refused 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

Total 100% 100%

Do you think robbery and other
street crimes are a big problem,
small problem, or no problem in
this neighborhood?

n = 83 n = 53 x2 = n.s.

 Big problem 42 (51%) 22 (42%)

 Small problem 18 (22%) 15 (28%)

 No problem 9 (11%) 11 (21%)

 Don’t know 14 (17%) 5 (9%)

 Refused 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

Total 100% 100%
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Do you think violent crimes (such
as shootings, assault, and so
forth) are a big problem, small
problem, or no problem in this
neighborhood?

n = 83 n = 53 x2 = ***

 Big problem 61 (74%) 17 (32%)

 Small problem 13 (16%) 19 (36%)

 No problem 3 (4%) 13 (25%)

 Don’t know 6 (7%) 4 (8%)

 Refused 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

Total 100% 100%

Do you think gang activity is a big
problem, small problem, or no
problem in this neighborhood?

n = 83 n = 53 x2 = ***

 Big problem 51 (62%) 15 (28%)

 Small problem 15 (18%) 15 (28%)

 No problem 9 (11%) 16 (30%)

 Don’t know 8 (10%) 7 (13%)

 Refused 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

Total 100% 100%
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Do you think drug use is a big
problem, small problem, or no
problem in this neighborhood?

n = 83 n = 53 x2 = *

 Big problem 70 (84%) 36 (68%)

 Small problem 4 (5%) 7 (13%)

 No problem 6 (7%) 4 (8%)

 Don’t know 3 (4%) 6 (11%)

 Refused 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

Total 100% 100%

a Columns may not total 100 percent due to rounding.
b Significance of differences between 1995 and 1997 in the distribution of responses for each

survey question.
*** Statistically significant at 1-percent level
** Statistically significant at 5-percent level
* Statistically significant at 10-percent level
n.s. Not statistically significant
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Exhibit 6.5: Victimization
Hartford

1995 Surveya 1997 Surveya Chi Square Statistic b

In the past 2 years, has anyone
broken into your home, garage, or
another building on your property
in this neighborhood to steal
something?

n = 83 n = 53 x2 = n.s.

 Yes 16 (19%) 11 (21%)

 No 47 (57%) 42 (79%)

 Don’t know 20 (24%) 0 (0%)

 Refused 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

Total 100% 100%

In the past 2 years, has anyone
stolen something from you or a
member of your family by force or
by threat of force in this
neighborhood?

n = 83 n = 53 x2 = n.s.

 Yes 9 (11%) 11 (21%)

 No 52 (63%) 42 (79%)

 Don’t know 22 (27%) 0 (0%)

 Refused 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

Total 100% 100%
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Other than the incidents already
mentioned, in the past 2 years,
have you or a member of your
family been beaten up, attacked,
or hit with something such as a
rock or bottle in this
neighborhood?

n = 83 n = 53 x2 = n.s.

 Yes 15 (18%) 10 (19%)

 No 49 (59%) 43 (81%)

 Don’t know 19 (23%) 0 (0%)

 Refused 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

Total 100% 100%

Other than the incidents already
mentioned, in the past 2 years,
have you or a member of your
family been knifed, shot at, or
attacked with some other weapon
by anyone at all in this
neighborhood to steal something?

n = 83 n = 53 x2 = n.s.

 Yes 16 (19%) 5 (9%)

 No 46 (55%) 48 (91%)

 Don’t know 21 (25%) 0 (0%)

 Refused 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

Total 100% 100%

a Columns may not total 100 percent due to rounding.
b Significance of differences between 1995 and 1997 in the distribution of responses for each

survey question.
*** Statistically significant at 1-percent level
** Statistically significant at 5-percent level
* Statistically significant at 10-percent level
n.s. Not statistically significant
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Exhibit 6.6: Police Response
Hartford

1995 Surveya 1997 Surveya Chi Square Statisticb

In general, how good a job are
the police doing to keep order on
the streets and sidewalks in this
neighborhood these days? Would
you say they are doing a…

n = 83 n = 53 x2 = n.s.

 Very good job 12 (14%) 10 (19%)

 Good job 22 (27%) 19 (36%)

 Fair job 30 (36%) 12 (23%)

 Poor job 13 (16%) 9 (17%)

 Very poor job Not a response

category

2 (4%)

 Don’t know 6 (7%) 1 (2%)

 Refused 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

Total 100% 100%
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How good a job are the police
doing in controlling the street sale
and use of illegal drugs in this
neighborhood these days? Would
you say they are doing a…

n = 83 n = 53 x2 = **

 Very good job 22 (27%) 10 (19%)

 Good job 23 (28%) 26 (49%)

 Fair job 27 (33%) 7 (13%)

 Poor job 7 (8%) 6 (11%)

 Very poor job Not a response

category

2 (4%)

 Don’t know 4 (5%) 2 (4%)

 Refused 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

Total 100% 100%

During the past month, have you
seen a police car driving through
your neighborhood?

n = 83 n = 53 x2 = n.s.

 Yes 73 (88%) 46 (87%)

 No 6 (7%) 6 (11%) 

 Don’t know 4 (5%) 1 (2%)

 Refused 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

Total 100% 100%

During the past month, have you
seen a police officer walking
around or standing on patrol in
the neighborhood?

n = 83 n = 53 x2 = n.s.

 Yes 68 (82%) 37 (72%)

 No 11 (13%) 14 (26%)

 Don’t know 4 (5%) 1 (2%)

 Refused 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

Total 100% 100%
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During the past month, have you
seen a police officer patrolling in
the back alleys or in the back of
buildings in your neighborhood?

n = 83 n = 53 x2 = n.s.

 Yes 49 (59%) 34 (64%)

 No 27 (33%) 17 (32%)

 Don’t know 7 (8%) 2 (4%)

 Refused 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

Total 100% 100%

During the past month, have you
seen a police officer
chatting/having a friendly
conversation with people in the
neighborhood?

n = 83 n = 53 x2 = n.s.

 Yes 49 (59%) 32 (60%)

 No 30 (36%) 19 (36%)

 Don’t know 4 (5%) 2 (4%)

 Refused 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

Total 100% 100%
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In general, how responsive are the
police in this neighborhood to
community concerns? Are they…

n = 83 n = 53 x2 = ***

 Very responsive 15 (18%) 17 (32%)

 Somewhat responsive 27 (33%) 25 (47%)

 Somewhat unresponsive 19 (23%) 2 (4%)

 Very unresponsive 12 (14%) 5 (9%)

 Don’t know 10 (12%) 4 (8%) 

 Refused 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

Total 100% 100%

a Columns may not total 100 percent due to rounding.
b Significance of differences between 1995 and 1997 in the distribution of responses for each

survey question.
*** Statistically significant at 1-percent level
** Statistically significant at 5-percent level
* Statistically significant at 10-percent level
n.s. Not statistically significant
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Exhibit 6.7: Community Involvement
Hartford

1995 Surveya 1997 Surveya Chi Square Statisticb

During the past 2 years, have you
attended or participated in an
antidrug rally, vigil, or march in
this neighborhood?

n = 83 n = 53 x2 = **

 Yes 8 (10%) 12 (23%)

 No 55 (66%) 41 (77%)

 Don’t know 20 (24%) 0 (0%)

 Refused 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

Total 100% 100%

 

During the past 2 years, have you
attended or participated in a citizen
patrol in this neighborhood?

 n = 83 n = 53 x2 = *

 Yes 3 (4%) 6 (11%)

 No 61 (73%) 46 (87%) 

 Don’t know 19 (23%) 1 (2%)

 Refused 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

Total 100% 100%

During the past 2 years, have you
attended or participated in a
neighborhood watch program in
this neighborhood?

 n = 83  n = 53 x2 = n.s.

 Yes 6 (7%) 8 (15%)

 No 59 (71%) 44 (83%)

 Don’t know 18 (22%) 1 (2%)

 Refused 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

Total 100% 100%
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During the past 2 years, have you
attended or participated in a
neighborhood cleanup project in
this neighborhood?

n = 83  n = 53 x2 = ***

 Yes 24 (29%) 28 (53%)

 No 41 (49%) 25 (47%)

 Don’t know 18 (22%) 0 (0%)

 Refused 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

Total 100% 100%

a Columns may not total 100 percent due to rounding.
b Significance of differences between 1995 and 1997 in the distribution of responses for each

survey question.
*** Statistically significant at 1-percent level
** Statistically significant at 5-percent level
* Statistically significant at 10-percent level
n.s. Not statistically significant
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Exhibit 6.8: Perceptions of Social Services and Other Programs
Hartford

1995 Surveya 1997 Surveya Chi Square Statisticb

In general, how satisfied are you
with the availability of sports,
recreation, and other programs
for youths in this neighborhood?

n = 83 n = 53 x2 = *

 Very satisfied 33 (40%) 15 (28%)

 Somewhat satisfied 14 (17%) 21 (40%)

 Somewhat dissatisfied 19 (23%) 8 (15%)

 Very dissatisfied 8 (10%) 5 (9%)

 Don’t know 9 (11%) 4 (8%)

 Refused 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

Total 100% 100% 

In general, how satisfied are you
with the availability of drug
treatment services in this
neighborhood?

n = 83 n = 53 x2 = **

 Very satisfied 10 (12%) 15 (28%)

 Somewhat satisfied 17 (20%) 16 (30%)

 Somewhat dissatisfied 15 (18%) 5 (9%)

 Very dissatisfied 14 (17%) 3 (6%)

 Don’t know 27 (33%) 14 (26%)

 Refused 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

Total 100% 100% 
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In general, how satisfied are you
with the availability of job
opportunities in this
neighborhood?

n = 83 n = 53 x2 = n.s.

 Very satisfied 17 (20%) 11 (21%)

 Somewhat satisfied 16 (19%) 14 (26%)

 Somewhat dissatisfied 10 (12%) 10 (19%)

 Very dissatisfied 25 (30%) 11 (21%)

 Don’t know 15 (18%) 7 (13%)

 Refused 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

Total 100% 100% 

a Columns may not total 100 percent due to rounding.
b Significance of differences between 1995 and 1997 in the distribution of responses for each

survey question.
*** Statistically significant at 1-percent level
** Statistically significant at 5-percent level
* Statistically significant at 10-percent level
n.s. Not statistically significant
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Exhibit 6.9: Perceptions of the Weed and Seed Program
Hartford

1995 Surveya 1997 Surveya Chi Square Statisticb

Have you heard of a
program called Weed and
Seed?

n = 83 n = 53 x2 = ***

 Yes 9 (11%) 21 (40%)

 No 68 (82%) 32 (60%)

 Don’t Know 6 (7%) 0 (0%)

Total 100% 100%

1997 Respondents Onlya

Are you aware that the
following programs are
available in this
neighborhood? Yes No

Don’t
know Total

Stowe Village Family
Investment Center

39 (74%) 14 (26%) 0 (0%) 100%

Stowe Village Building
Captain program

44 (83%) 9 (17%) 0 (0%) 100%

Stowe Village Computer Lab 35 (66%) 18 (34%) 0 (0%) 100%

a Columns may not total 100 percent due to rounding.
b Significance of differences between 1995 and 1997 in the distribution of responses for each

survey question.
*** Statistically significant at 1-percent level
** Statistically significant at 5-percent level
* Statistically significant at 10-percent level
n.s. Not statistically significant
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General observat ions on the su rvey f indings

The survey analysis discussed in this section shows statistically significant improvements in
citizens’ perceptions of their neighborhood, in police responsiveness, in community involvement,
and in perceptions of other city services. In this respect, the findings of the survey analysis and the
crime statistics analysis presented in section 6.1 are consistent—both point to an overall
improvement in the quality of life in Stowe Village. 

6.3 Seedin g Program Participant Interviews

Stowe Village girls b asketball team

An afterschool basketball team for girls is conducted at a middle school adjacent to Stowe Village.
The program coordinators (and basketball coaches) are three Hartford police officers who donate
their time to the program. The team participates in a league of 10 teams, all of which are from the
Hartford area. Eleven girls are on the team; they range in age from 9 to 11. 

The team has been together since the beginning of November 1997. Most of the girls heard about
the team from their middle school physical education teacher. Reasons why they chose to
participate were mostly for the fun of playing basketball and the chance to be on a team. None of
the girls had ever participated in an organized team sport before this experience.

The girls practiced approximately two to three times a week, depending on the number of games
scheduled. At practice, the coaches focused on fundamentals of playing basketball (dribbling,
shooting, and defense). The coaches stressed the importance of working together as a team. The
girls stated that they enjoyed the practices and have learned a lot about playing basketball. They
also talked about their affection for their coaches.

The games are played either at the middle school or at the gym or recreation center of the opposing
team. The girls like playing these games for a couple of reasons. First, it gives them the
opportunity to meet girls from other areas of Hartford. They liked this because they had never had
a chance to talk to other students outside of their school. Second, they liked playing in the games
because a lot of people come and watch (the average home attendance is between 40 and 50
people). Quite a few parents and other students would come to the games. The girls liked this
because it made them feel important, individually and as a team.

When asked what they would do if this program were not available, several of the girls said they
would have nothing to do. A couple said they would go to the community center in Stowe Village,
and one girl said she would go to homework club (a program offered by a nonprofit organization
outside of Stowe Village). Many of the girls said they used to go to the computer lab in Stowe
Village (the computer lab was closed in November 1997 and will reopen in a new facility in
February 1998).

Overall, they really like this program and are glad they have had this opportunity. They had learned
a lot about playing basketball and operating as a team. They did not have any dislikes, except that
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a couple of players on other teams were poor sports. Also, there is nothing they would change
about the program.

Their parents liked their involvement with the team. This was evident, given the number of parents
who regularly attended the games. The girls did not know what changes this program has had on
their lives but speculated it has probably had positive effects. 

When asked about the effects of the girls basketball team on Stowe Village, the girls did not believe
it was having a real effect. They did say that other Weed and Seed programs, particularly the
computer lab, were having a lot of positive effects on Stowe Village. They did suggest that there
should have been more efforts to get more Stowe Village youths involved in the basketball team.
The girls also believed that there are a lot of interesting activities in Stowe Village for kids their
age. They pointed out that this has only been true over the last year. Before that, there was not very
much to do. In general, the girls said that they have seen a lot of positive changes in the past year
or two. They have noticed that there is not as much violence and drugs in their neighborhood than
there was last year. Almost all of them said they liked living in Stowe Village and would not
change anything about it.

Comments from other Stowe V illage residents and officials

Persons living or working in Stowe Village that have been interviewed by the evaluation team have
consistently indicated that Stowe Village is a safer place. Prior to Weed and Seed, public safety
was the primary concern of Stowe Village residents, according to the city’s Weed and Seed FY
1994 proposal. Now, as one Stowe Village resident commented, “we can go outside at night to get
a soda” and “young kids are outside playing at night.” An employee of one of the seeding service
providers, who does not live in Stowe Village but occasionally visits the area, commented that “I
wouldn’t have considered parking my car in Stowe Village before this year.” A female service
provider who is also a long-time resident of Stowe Village “definitely noticed a difference” in the
safety of the area and commented that she now feels safe walking at night in Stowe Village. One
Stowe Village mother commented at the spring 1996 health fair that “this place is getting back to
the way it used to be.”

One Stowe Village service provider made the observation that race relations in Stowe Village have
improved. She commented that “there used to be separate black and Hispanic communities within
Stowe Village,” but that this is not the case anymore.

Finally, it should be noted that public comments by Weed and Seed program leaders have also been
extremely positive. In the May 15, 1996 issue of Law Enforcement News an article highlighted the
positive changes occurring in Stowe Village; the headline of this article read “Hartford sees light at
end of drug-gang tunnel.” In June 1996, at the Hartford Downtown Council’s Renaissance
Awards, a number of city leaders pointed to signs of Hartford’s “rebirth.” The Hartford Chief of
Police chose to highlight Stowe Village and the Weed and Seed program. In sum, Weed and Seed
officials in Hartford believe that Weed and Seed has been tremendously successful and has helped
completely transform Stowe Village. The findings discussed in this case study support that view. 
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7.0 Future Directions and Degree of
Institutionalization

As of the Fall of 1997, Hartford’s Weed and Seed program has been supported by two Federal
awards, one for $683,424 and the other for $750,000. A third-year award of $790,000 will sustain
the program at past levels through June 1998. Federal support for the fourth year, which covers the
period from July 1998 through June 1999, has been cut drastically, to $225,000. This funding
reduction, we believe, is not an indication of dissatisfaction at the Federal level with Hartford’s
program, but simply reflects the desire of the Federal Executive Office for Weed and Seed to fund
more sites at lower funding levels. Although future appropriations are clearly uncertain, it seems
likely that future Weed and Seed awards, if any, in Hartford will not return to previous high levels.

Thus, from the Fall of 1997 to June 1998, Hartford’s challenge is to develop a plan to sustain the
progress made in Stowe Village with a significantly lower level of Federal funding. At the same
time, Hartford is considering developing a Weed and Seed program in another area of the city.

Hartford’s preliminary plan for accomplishing these dual objectives is contained in the city’s FY
1997 Weed and Seed proposal. The plan has four main components. First, the FY 1997 Weed and
Seed award will support a “core set” of seeding initiatives in Stowe Village starting in the summer
of 1998. These will likely include the computer lab, Plain Talk/Hablando Claro, the Police Youth
Academy, the girls biking and soccer programs, and the Mushaba Force Foundation. Second,
Weed and Seed officials will attempt to identify alternative funding sources, including other
Federal awards (e.g., the Local Law Enforcement Block Grant program), private sector donations,
and other community resources. Third, Hartford hopes to develop a network of Weed and Seed
volunteers and mentors, to be coordinated by a full-time Weed and Seed staff person, that can work
in the target areas to sustain the program. And fourth, responsibility for the seeding programs will
be shifted from the police department and other city agencies to target area residents (e.g., the
building captains in Stowe Village).
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